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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Implement

the Commission’s Procurement Incentive

Framework and to Examine the Integration R.06-04-009
of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards into

Procurement Policies.

PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT OF
CONSTELLATION NEWENERGY, INC.,,
CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES GROUP, INC. AND
CONSTELLATION GENERATION GROUP, LLC,

IN R.06-04-009, PHASE 2

I Introduction and Summary

On November 1, 2006, Administrative Law Judges Turkeurst and Lakritz issued a Joint
Administrative Law Judges’ Ruling and Notice of Prehearing Conference (“PHC Ruling”) to be
held on November 28, 2006. The PHC Ruling directs interested parties to submit PHC
statements that address Phase 2 scoping issues, procedural and scheduling issues, and the
integration of the load-based greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions cap under development in this
proceeding with the implementation of the measures contained in the recently enacted Assembly
Bill 32 — the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (“AB 327).

California’s political leadership and regulators have asserted a willingness and intent to
provide national leadership in this vital area of environmental improvement with their
greenhouse gas emission reduction actions to date. While acknowledging that the ultimate
success of efforts to reduce greenhouse gases will require regional, national, and quite likely,

global commitment to such reductions, California is nevertheless at the forefront of providing the



national roadmap.' California’s efforts in this area remain dynamic, and even more so, given the
potential to see regional and national efforts relatively soon. It is against this backdrop, and an
understanding that efforts around AB 32 will be both dynamic and very demanding, that
Constellation provides these comments.

As an initial implementation matter, if a load-based program is pursued the Commission
should acknowledge that a “one size fits all” approach is not feasible or desirable. There are
legitimate, fundamental distinctions between public utilities and ESP/CCAs that need to be
recognized in program design. Similarly, there are significant complexities associated with
attributing 1990 “baseline” GHG emission levels for ESPs/CCAs since those types of entities
obviously did not exist at that time. Moreover, flexible compliance approaches that include the
broadest and most flexible market-based compliance tools will be a critical design element to
keep program compliance costs economic and to maximize the ability to create a liquid market
for emissions reductions.

Of paramount concern to Constellation is that three distinct forums addressing
greenhouse emission reduction issues are currently underway — (1) this Commission proceeding
(Phase 2) to implement a load-based greenhouse emissions cap; (2) the earlier Commission
proceeding (Phase 1) that is awaiting a Commission decision on an interim GHG emissions
performance standard (“EPS”) implementing SB 1368; and (3) the nascent efforts to be
supervised by California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) to implement AB 32. Each of these
efforts in turn requires carefully coordinated work among numerous agencies and governing
bodies, as well as ensuring a means for timely input and due process for various stakeholders and

energy market participants. The multiple venues have and will continue to require extensive

! Section 38501(d) of AB 32 states: “National and international actions are necessary to fully address the issue of
global warming. However, action taken by California to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases will have far-
reaching effects by encouraging other states, the federal government, and other countries to act.”



time and effort from the Commission, Commission Staff, stakeholders, and myriad of other
agencies and government officials.

Thus, Constellation strongly endorses the PHC Ruling’s recognition that significant
attention must be paid to ensure that the work in these multiple venues is carefully coordinated
and integrated. How this coordination and integration will be achieved is the seminal issue for
this proceeding. Such upfront clarity will not only to bring efficiency to the exploration and
resolution of complicated issues, but more importantly, clarity will ensure that duplicative and/or
conflicting standards, excessive reporting requirements, or other unintended outcomes do not
occur that would thwart achieving the common goal of greenhouse gas emission reduction.

In order to promote a high degree of coordinated efforts, Constellation suggests that the
following threshold questions must be addressed at the outset in this phase of the proceeding:

1. Because D.06-02-032 was issued prior to the significant statutory efforts led by
the Governor and Legislature were adopted, the Commission should examine
whether the complex work associated with development of a load-based cap is
complementary to or potentially conflicting with the potential source-focus efforts
of AB 32. It is not apparent to Constellation that the Governor’s vision for a cap
and trade focused on emission sources will be complemented by development of a
separate and distinct load-side effort by the CPUC. Accordingly, a threshold
question arises as to whether the Phase 2 effort should be refocused to better
dovetail with the AB 32 approach;

2. Analysis and adoption of flexible compliance mechanisms — especially those such
as source-based cap and trade programs that can be operated over wider regional

or national geographic areas from a variety of emission sources — hold the key to



successful long term and economically viable emission reductions. Constellation
believes that evaluation and adoption of market-based compliance mechanisms
should be assigned the highest possible priority. Accordingly, a threshold
question arises as to whether California’s efforts under AB 32, and other, similar
efforts in other states or internationally (as well as the potential for such programs
on a national level), are compatible and complementary to the load-based
approach contemplated for development in Phase 2, and how or if the CPUC
program would be phased out if a broader regional or national program is
developed,

Under AB 32, a wide variety of emitting resources will be required to report
greenhouse gas emissions. Under a load-based cap, emissions reporting will be
required of LSEs, although the nature and scope of that reporting is an open issue.
The interim EPS, contemplated and under SB 1368, and awaiting adoption by the
Commission, will contain another measure of emissions-related compliance by
dictating GHG emissions characteristics of long-term supply commitments by
LSEs. Steps must be taken to eliminate duplicative reporting requirements or
potential inconsistencies between reports for the same resources by different
entities (sources vs. LSEs) by pursuing a common reporting platform that can
provide demonstrated efficiencies. Accordingly, a threshold question arises as to
whether the reporting approach contemplated in Phase 2 is the same as, or
distinct from, emissions reporting contemplated under AB 32.

How will emission reduction requirements potentially imposed on emitting

resources pursuant to AB 32 avoid double counting with the emission reductions



that that Load Serving Entities (“LSEs”) must achieve under either the load-based
cap to be developed in Phase 2, or the interim EPS implementing SB 1368?
Accordingly, a threshold question arises as to whether these emissions reductions
mechanisms are complementary or conflicting, and whether it will be
straightforward to verify compliance with both.

5. If the CPUC’s emission reduction program creates a market value for GHG
reductions relative only to the emissions associated with services provided by
LSEs to their customers (as distinct from the broader emission reduction market
that can be envisioned based on AB 32), then how can the Commission ensure
that these markets interact in a constructive manner? Are the market signals
associated with the emissions reduction requirements imposed on different
entities (i.e., the AB 32 mechanisms focused on sources of emissions vs. the
CPUC’s Phase 2 load-based emission reduction program’s focus on emissions
attributed to LSEs’ service to customers) clear or impaired, and do those signals
encourage economically efficient emission reduction efforts? Put another way, a
threshold question arises as to whether the Phase 2 program will potentially
segment a larger GHG emissions reduction market structure that should evolve
from AB 32 as to undermine overall efficiency.

Constellation agrees, except as noted in the section below, that the scoping questions
contained in Attachment A, are the right ones to be addressing in this proceeding presuming that
the threshold questions raised above suggest that pursuit of a load-based mechanism is advisable
in light of the other significant efforts on source-based programs. Finally, in the last section of

these comments, Constellation provides comment on the proposed procedural schedule.



IL. Prehearing Conference Statement
A. Comments on Attachment A Scoping Questions.

As noted above, for the most part, Constellation agrees with the scope of questions
included in Attachment A to the PHC Ruling, with the exceptions referenced below:

1. Phase 2 Issue Areas

Scoping Issue 1) Establish GHG emissions reporting standards and requirements, including
treatment of GHG emissions from non-specific resource contracts. Explore with CCAR and
CARB ways in which protocols may need to be modified or further developed to include
generation/facility-specific data to fit within a load-based cap.

Comment: Constellation believes that this question should be addressed as a priority issue
along with the threshold questions that are described in the introduction. Constellation would
urge the Commission to conduct the review of its existing policies in light of the passage of

AB 32 at the outset of this proceeding, in order for the proceeding to be conducted most
efficiently. It is important to avoid the potential for conflicting or mixed regulatory and market
signals. As noted in the threshold questions, the Commission’s load-based program seeks to
drive reductions from entities different from source-based AB 32 program approach. Clarity is
need both as to how these two approaches would likely interact, and as to whether the regulatory
and market signals from dual approaches will be the most effective means to realize the desired
reductions.

Scoping Issue 2) In conjunction with work in issue area #1 above:

(a) Establish a date by which all power purchase agreements that PG&E, SDG&E and SCE sign
must include a provision requiring supplier registration or other mandatory reporting of carbon
emissions, and

(b) Develop a method for assigning emissions values to supplies that are unregistered.

Comment: Constellation does not believe that is necessary for the IOUs’ contracts to include a
provision requiring supplier registration or other mandatory reporting of carbon emissions. Such
a requirement will undoubtedly be duplicative of requirements that are imposed directly on
suppliers when such reporting becomes mandatory, as required under AB32. An additional
burden on the IOUs to account for proper registration by suppliers is unwarranted, will
ultimately be duplicative, may lead to unnecessary market confusion. Thus Constellation
believes that 2(a) should be deleted from the scope of this proceeding.

With respect to 2(b), Constellation asks whether the focus on “unregistered” sources essentially
translates to mean only “out of state” resources in light of AB 32. If that is the case, then the
Commission should be wary of certain interstate commerce concerns that regulation focused
solely on out-of-state resources triggers. Those concerns would potentially be addressed should
a broader, regional program be pursued.



Scoping Issue 3) Establish the GHG emissions baseline for each LSE.

Comment: This issue touches on threshold issues noted above. Constellation recognizes the
need to establish the 1990 emissions baseline in order to determine the target emission level to be
achieved by 2020. However, it is not clear what relevance an emissions baseline for each LSE
will have. There are undoubtedly some LSEs now, such as the ESP respondents to this
proceeding, that were not in business in 1990, just as it is likely that some retail customers who
were served by specific LSEs in 1990 are now served by another LSE. Therefore, the purpose to
be served by attempting to establish the baseline for each LSE is uncertain, and seems to
ultimately require a potentially complex customer-specific (or class-specific) baseline
determination to address new LSEs and load migration issues. Because of uncertainties
associated with the load-based approach, Constellation reserves the right to comment further
when the objectives for LSE-specific baseline determination is better understood and the
threshold questions are clarified.

Scoping Issue 4) Establish GHG emission reduction requirements over time for LSEs as a
whole and for each individual LSE, relative to the baseline.

Comment: As noted above, Constellation does not have a clear enough picture of the purpose
for an LSE-specific reduction requirement and believes that it may lead to an unnecessarily
complex program. Indeed, the concept of LSE-specific reductions seems somewhat antithetical
in a retail choice market environment, where customer migration alone would cause the
emissions associated with an ESP’s load to change. Ultimately, any LSE’s GHG profile will be
tied to its customer base and the resources used to serve that particular mix of customers. To the
extent customers can migrate between providers, how would adjustments in baseline occur
(absent assigning a “baseline” to customers)? Constellation, therefore, again reserves comment
on whether the determination of LSE-specific baselines is the appropriate approach for this
proceeding pending clarification of issues noted in the threshold questions.

Scoping Issue 5) Establish and administer a process for allocating emission allowances.

Comment: Emission allowance allocation is another issue that can be better addressed by
Constellation once the threshold questions noted above are addressed. For example, it is not
apparent how such an allowance would be made to LSEs, as opposed to resources. Furthermore,
if an LSE-based approach is pursued, Constellation believes that incorporating flexible, market
based compliance mechanisms may be better achieved if tradable allowances are auctioned
rather than allocated, with subsequent trading in a secondary market. Constellation, therefore,
again reserves comment on whether this is an appropriate for this proceeding pending
clarification of issues noted in the threshold questions.

Scoping Issues 6) Evaluate and consider various flexible compliance mechanisms, including but
not limited to, multi-year compliance periods, early action credits, banking provisions, in-state
and out-of-state trading options, and emission offsets, among others.

Comment: As noted in the introductory comments and its threshold questions, Constellation
believes that the evaluation and adoption of market-based, flexible compliance mechanisms



focused at the resource level will provide the key to long term, economically viable emissions
reduction, and thus this issue should be given the highest possible priority by the Commission
and CARB in their respective jurisdictions. It is critical that the broadest range of emissions
sources be eligible to participate in the program so that there is a viable pool for reductions
supporting flexible, market-based compliance tools. That said, Constellation’s preference is to
see a single market focused at the resource driving the value of GHG reductions with little
segmentation between sectors (i.e., electric generation vs. other sources). A broad approach
focused at the emission source level would make for a stronger and clearer market signal on the
value of GHG reductions (CO2 equivalent basis) as opposed to split market segments or dual
reduction requirements (one on sources, and on LSEs on a load basis).

Scoping Issue 7) Consider whether a GHG emissions performance standard should be adopted
as a permanent complement to a load-based GHG emissions cap and, if so, the design of such a
standard.

Comment: During Phase 1 of this proceeding regarding development of an interim EPS to
further the implementation of SB 1368, Constellation expressed concern that adoption of an
interim EPS would detract from the development of a longer term emission reductions
mechanism, such as a cap and trade program. Now that both AB 32 and SB 1368 have been
enacted, there is yet another layer of complexity surrounding the analysis and adoption of new
load-based emission reduction requirements and regulations contemplated by the Commission in
Phase 2. In order to provide clear regulation and associated price signals, Constellation strongly
urges the Commission to avoid overlapping and potentially conflicting regulatory requirements
or programs. By responding to the threshold questions presented above and adopting a clear
objective that the emission reduction mechanisms adopted in Phase 2 must cleanly integrate and
complement implementation of AB 32, the Commission can ensure that those source-based
reduction mechanisms can replace the interim EPS. Such clarity now will allow both the
Commission and stakeholders to focus on work at hand in Phase 2 unfettered by another layer of
integration and complexity that will occur if the EPS compliance must also be made compatible
with both Phase 2 and the AB 32 implementation measures.

Scoping Issue 8) Evaluate the cost effectiveness of the most promising flexible compliance
options. Develop appropriate scenario analysis for this purpose.

Comment: Constellation agrees that metrics to determine the promising flexible compliance
options will be needed, but cannot speculate on cost-effectiveness at this point without more
clarity on program interactions. Constellation needs to reserve comment on this issue pending
clarification of issues noted above in the threshold questions.

Scoping Issue 9) Develop appropriate performance incentives and penalties. Explore the
concept of allowance sale incentives, consistent with the direction in D.06-02-032, and with AB
32 implementation.

Comment: Constellation agrees that the development of performance incentive and penalties
that will apply to all entities subject to the emission reduction requirements should be developed
in this proceeding. However, Constellation cannot speculate on the appropriate approaches at



this point without more clarity on program interactions. Constellation reserves comment on this
issue pending clarification of the threshold questions.

Scoping Issue 10) Address how energy service providers and community choice aggregators, as
well as small and multi-jurisdictional utilities, should be included under the load-based cap
incentive framework. In particular, per D.06-02-032, identify where these energy service
providers, community choice aggregators and utilities should be subject to the same terms and
conditions of GHG reduction requirements and associated caps, and where differences may be
appropriate. Address how to coordinate the Commission regulated energy sector program with
one that may be contemplated for the non-Commission regulated load serving entities, such as
municipal utilities.

Comment: As noted in the threshold questions, Constellation is not clear how a load-based
emission reductions program would be designed without ultimately resulting in added
complexity to impute GHG emissions profiles to specific customers or customer classes. This
would entail significant complexity that may otherwise be avoided by focusing the state’s GHG
emission reduction efforts at sources, as contemplated under AB 32. The interim EPS, once
adopted, will apply to all longer-term resource procurement efforts by both public utility and
non-public utility LSPs, (but exclude municipal utilities). Once a source-based reduction
mechanism is in place, there is little reason to have overlapping programs. However, to the
extent that the focus remains on a load-based emissions reduction program rather than source
reductions, Constellation believes that the fundamental differences between the utility LSEs and
non-utility LSEs, such as ESPs and CCAs, must be taken into consideration when designing a
compliance program.

Scoping Issue 11) Define the steps to take to ensure that GHG emissions associated with
customer use of natural gas are incorporated into a procurement incentive framework for the
future.
Comment: Constellation cannot comment on this issue at this time. It appears to contemplate
customer-specific baseline quantities, or a fuel consumption-based GHG program, rather than an
LSE focused program.

Specific Questions Regarding Reporting Requirements:

Constellation appreciates the questions presented regarding reporting requirements, but
cannot provide detailed responses prior to additional clarity on the threshold questions presented
in these comments. Specifically, AB 32 and other GHG reduction efforts focus primarily on
source reporting structures, including certain programs in other areas that track emissions

associated with electric generation at the grid level (i.e., source to sink). A common, uniform

reporting platform is a critical link to a well designed program. It is not apparent to



Constellation how a load-based reporting requirement on LSEs would dovetail or interact with a
source-based reporting mechanism, but that interaction is very important to avoid conflicts and
confusion in terms of program compliance and verification of its efficacy. Accordingly,
constellation cannot comment on the reporting requirements at this time.

Question a) How accurate are the LSEs’ current emissions estimates, including emissions
associated with imported power and non-unit-specific power contracts? What, if any, reporting
or accounting improvements are needed to ensure that emissions reported reflect actual
emissions associated with LSE load in order to implement a load-based cap and trade program?

Comment: Constellation believes the focus here should be on source emission reporting under
AB 32 through a common mechanism that looks at grid-level transactions between source and
sink like a registry mechanism, rather than LSE’s estimation of those emissions. As noted in the
threshold questions, having two sources of reporting on essentially the same emissions will likely
lead to confusion and complexities that would be best avoided by focusing on reductions at the
source.

Question b) What information is needed to account for the emissions characteristics of the
Department of Water Resources power contracts?

Comment: To the extent the DWR power contracts are unit specific, the information needed to
account for the emissions characteristics should be based on the actual operation of the unit. For
DWR contracts that are not unit specific, the non-unit specific metrics that are applied to other
non-unit specific contracts should be equivalently applicable to the non-unit specific DWR
contracts. These issues were addressed in Phase 1 relative to the EPS.

Question ¢) What information is needed to account for the emissions characteristics of
liquidated damages contracts generally?

Comment: This issue was addressed generally in Phase 1. LD contract emission estimation
would not be necessary if there is regional source emission reporting. In terms of estimation, the
ability to estimate essentially turns on the ability to identify the likely marginal generation
resource relied upon to provide the energy and the fuel such resources use. Estimation should
vary by season and time of day since hydroelectric production and availability can influence the
marginal resource.

Question d) What improvements should be made to improve the accuracy of LSE emissions
reporting, especially as it relates to non-unit-specific power contracts?

Comment: As noted in the threshold questions, LSE load-based emission reporting raises
questions about customer-based emissions estimation, since customer load can migrate between
LSEs and because differing customer load profiles can impute different mixes of resources (with
differing efficiencies). More precision on emissions, and in turn emissions reductions, can occur

10



by focusing on the reporting requirement on the emission sources themselves, rather than the
entities that purchase energy and capacity from the market to serve customer loads.

Question e) If the Commission adopts CCAR’s reporting protocols, will modifications be
needed to allow for facility[Ibased registration and reporting for entities who sell power to
LSEs? If so, how would facility[ Ibased reporting address entities who do not offer unit-specific
contracts? What other options would provide the Commission with independently verified
emissions values and estimates for LSE contracted power?

Comment: Constellation continues to believe that sustainable emission reductions can be best
achieved by requiring emitting resources to meet specific emission standards and then providing
flexible compliance mechanism, such as cap and trade and offsets programs, to allow higher
emitting resources to manage their overall compliance. As noted in the threshold questions, this
source-based approach is more direct and more easily monitored and verified than an approach
that turns on estimates of an LSEs past and current emissions. Where an LSE contracts for
energy on a non-specific basis, the energy production ultimately delivered can likely be
identified after the fact based on imports or other schedules through a grid-based accounting
protocol, with default values for non-specific contracts if such accounting is not feasible or easily
done. If there are regional or national uniform reporting requirements, the emissions associated
with particular energy production can be quantified at the source and conveyed over to the buyer.

Question f) What emissions information should be included in LSE procurement contracts? And
how should this information be verified?

Comment: Assuming passage of the EPS, LSEs will seek assurances in contracts that the
resource does not exceed the EPS gateway threshold. Other emission information would be
available through project-specific supply information gathered through a grid-level accounting
mechanism, or extrapolated from information provided to the CEC or CAISO, primarily the heat
rate derived from production and fuel consumption. Therefore, data sources directly from
generation resources would be the best avenue for accurate data, as opposed to requiring LSEs to
demand the data and funnel it back to the CPUC.

Question g) In the absence of independent verification of resource-specific or contract specific
emissions values, or in order to deter inappropriate “contract shuffling,” should a default
emissions factor be assigned at the value of coal for any non-renewable supplies of electricity
with fossil fuel emissions? Or should the emissions value be assigned at an average portfolio
level such as the CEC Net System Power Average or some other level?

Comment: In light of its threshold questions regarding the load-based program, and the prior
discussion in Phase 1, Constellation cannot specifically comment, other than to say that it is
more efficient to require the reporting either directly from the resources, preferably from a grid-
based accounting approach, or to use the supply data provided to the CEC or the resource
characteristics provided to CAISO. Moreover, unless a contract is clear that it covers the full
capacity of a generation resource, it is not clear that any precise emissions level can be verified
for a specific contract. This would be the case where the unit is dispatched at different load
levels depending on its market commitments, with varying heat rates along the production curve,

11



and hence varying GHG emissions at different operating points. It would not be possible,
therefore, to accurately predict likely emissions from an energy call option or block energy
purchase from a partial unit.

Question h) What modifications or updates should be made to existing emission factors and
estimates, if any? Are the estimates used by CCAR the best estimates available? Are they
adequate to support a load-based cap? If improvements are needed, how can they be
accomplished in the near term?

Comment: As noted in the threshold questions, Constellation is not clear how the load-based
cap and LSE-specific emissions estimates are to be done without estimating emissions based on
customers’ demand profiles. This will be a complex task, and it is not clear that it will be
sufficient to support a load-based cap. Instead, focus should be made on the resource-specific
emission reporting.

Question i) What are the prospects for a region! Iwide generation attribute tracking system?
What work should be done in California and, if appropriate, elsewhere to support a multi-state
approach to this issue?

Comment: As noted in the threshold questions, Constellation believes that significant changes
have occurred with the Governor’s and Legislature’s efforts related to AB 32 and SB 1368, as
well as other international and state efforts. In light of the recent change in control of Congress,
it appears more likely that nation-level changes could occur, distinct from changes individual
states may pursue. Constellation would urge the Commission to look at source-based emission
reporting and determination issues, including the efficiency that can be gained from a grid-based
accounting approach, to advance how the AB 32 effort for generation emissions determinations
will be done. Any multi-state or regional effort will need to have a uniform means of
determining emissions from various sources.

B. Other Issues

Constellation must reserve comment on the need for evidentiary hearings at this time.
Once additional clarification is made relative to the desirability of pursuing LSE-specific load

based cap in light of the threshold questions, the need for hearings may become clearer.

Constellation does support the use of workshops and comments to address policy-related issues.

II1. Conclusion

Constellation appreciates the Commission’s efforts, but believes that the threshold
questions it has presented in these comments should be addressed soon so that there is clarity on

how a load-based GHG reduction program would be coordinated with a source-based reporting
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and emission reduction program. Constellation supports a regional and national GHG program

because of the significant efficiencies that can be gained through a uniform reporting process,

including a grid-based accounting process that tracks emissions from source to sink. Once the

direction of the Commission’s efforts are clear in light of those GHG program developments that

have occurred since February 2006, Constellation can better comment on particular issues raised

in the PHC Ruling. In any event, any program designed by the Commission must provide for a

flexible, market-based compliance approach that appropriately reflects the fundamental

distinctions between public utilities and ESPs/CCAs, and which encourages the broadest possible

range of emission reduction sources.
Respectfully submitted,
November 15, 2006
Lisa M. Decker, Esq.

Constellation Energy Group, Inc.

111 Market Place, Suite 500
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Phone: (410) 468-3792

Fax: (410) 468-3499

Email: Lisa.Decker@constellation.com

On behalf of Constellation NewEnergy, Inc.,
Constellation Energy Commodities Group,
Inc., and Constellation Generation Group,
LLC

Andrew B. Brown

Ellison Schneider & Harris L.L.P.
2015 H Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Tel: (916) 447-2166

Fax: (916) 447-3512

Email: abb@eslawfirm.com

Attorneys for Constellation NewEnergy, Inc.,
Constellation Energy Commodities Group,
Inc., and Constellation Generation Group,
LLC

13



Certificate of Service
I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of “Prehearing Conference Statement
Of Constellation NewEnergy, Inc., Constellation Energy Commodities Group, Inc. And
Constellation Generation Group, LLC, In R.06-04-009, Phase 2” on all known parties to R.06-
04-009 by transmitting an e-mail message with the document attached to each party named in the
official service list. Parties without e-mail addresses were mailed a properly addressed copy by
first-class mail with postage prepaid.

Executed on November 15, 2006 at Sacramento, California

/s/

Eric Janssen



R.06-04-009
Service List
November 15, 2006

adrian.pye@na.centrica.com
rick_noger@praxair.com
keith.mccrea@sablaw.com
kevin.boudreaux@calpine.com
ej_wright@oxy.com
eguidry@westernresources.org
Ibbarrett@adelphia.net
jenine.schenk@apses.com
Gwilliams@SPPC.COM
dehling@king.com
gregory.koiser@constellation.com
mmazur@3phases.com
tiffany.rau@bp.com
klatt@energyattorney.com
rhelgeson@scppa.org
douglass@energyattorney.com
pssed@adelphia.net
akbar.jazayeri@sce.com
annette.gilliam@sce.com
rkmoore@gswater.com

svongdeuane@semprasolutions.com

troberts@sempra.com
Bill.Lyons@shell.com
tdarton@pilotpowergroup.com
Ischavrien@semprautilities.com
GloriaB@anzaelectric.org
llund@commerceenergy.com
george.hanson@ci.corona.ca.us
thunt@cecmail.org
llorenz@semprautilities.com
dil@cpuc.ca.gov
fis@cpuc.ca.gov
achang@nrdc.org
ek@a-klaw.com
mpa@a-klaw.com
sls@a-klaw.com
cjwb@pge.com
epoole@adplaw.com
bcragg@gmssr.com
jsqueri@gmssr.com
jkarp@winston.com
kbowen@winston.com
Icottle@winston.com
jeffgray@dwt.com
lars@resource-solutions.org
bkc7@pge.com
aweller@sel.com

jchamberlin@sel.com
kerry.hattevik@mirant.com
kowalewskia@calpine.com
bill.chen@constellation.com
hoerner@redefiningprogress.org
janill.richards@doj.ca.gov
cchen@ucsusa.org
gmorris@emf.net
tomb@crossborderenergy.com
bmcc@mccarthylaw.com
sberlin@mccarthylaw.com
jiensen@kirkwood.com
mary.lynch@constellation.com
abb@eslawfirm.com
mclaughlin@braunlegal.com
glw@eslawfirm.com
jluckhardt@downeybrand.com
jijg@eslawfirm.com
www@eslawfirm.com
dansvec@hdo.net
marshall@psin.com
deb@a-klaw.com
kyle.l.davis@pacificorp.com
Natalie.Hocken@PacifiCorp.com
shayleah.labray@pacificorp.com
kelly.norwood@avistacorp.com
carter@ieta.org
cajollyco@verizon.net
bjones@mijbradley.com
rapcowart@aol.com

rmcmahon@globalgreen.org
THAMILTON5@CHARTER.NET
roger.pelote@uwilliams.com
case.admin@sce.com
bjl@bry.com
asullivan@sempra.com
amsmith@sempra.com
liddell@energyattorney.com
ygross@sempraglobal.com
jlaun@apogee.net
jleslie@luce.com
pepper@cleanpowermarkets.com
gsmith@adamsbroadwell.com
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com
diane_fellman@fpl.com
hayley@turn.org
marcel@turn.org
freedman@turn.org
mflorio@turn.org
nsuetake@turn.org
Dan.adler@calcef.org
dwang@nrdc.org
filings@a-klaw.com
obystrom@cera.com
scarter@nrdc.org
kkhoja@thelenreid.com
S1L7@pge.com
norman.furuta@navy.mil
cem@newsdata.com
agrimaldi@mckennalong.com

steven.schleimer@barclayscapital.corhgolub@nixonpeabody.com

burtraw@rff.org
vb@pointcarbon.com
lisa.decker@constellation.com
cswoollums@midamerican.com
bhpotts@michaelbest.com
jimross@r-c-s-inc.com
pseby@mckennalong.com
todil@mckennalong.com
kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com
bmcquown@reliant.com
dbrooks@nevp.com
ckmitchell1@sbcglobal.net
emello@sppc.com
regulatory@sierrapacific.com
fluchetti@ndep.nv.gov
rprince@semprautilities.com
curtis.kebler@gs.com
mike@climateregistry.org
harveyederpspc.org@hotmail.com

jscancarelli@flk.com
jwiedman@gmssr.com
mmattes@nossaman.com
christopherhilen@dwt.com
jen@cnt.org
lisa_weinzimer@platts.com
steven@moss.net
ssmyers@att.net
sellis@fypower.org
arno@recurrentenergy.com
d1ct@pge.com
ell5@pge.com
gxl2@pge.com
jxa2@pge.com
JDF1@PGE.COM
sscb@pge.com
svs6@pge.com
viw3@pge.com
greg.blue@sbcglobal.net



andy.vanhorn@vhcenergy.com
Joe.paul@dynegy.com
kowalewskia@calpine.com
monica.schwebs@bingham.com
mMrw@mrwassoc.com
cpeterman@berkeley.edu
rschmidt@bartlewells.com
jgalloway@ucsusa.org
clyde.murley@comcast.net
elvine@lbl.gov
rhwiser@lbl.gov
philm@scdenergy.com
cpechman@powereconomics.com
kswain@powereconomics.com
emahlon@ecoact.org
ewanless@nrdc.org
joyw@mid.org
richards@mid.org
chrism@mid.org
rogerv@mid.org
clark.bernier@rlw.com
rmccann@umich.edu
cmkehrein@ems-ca.com
e-recipient@caiso.com
saeed.farrokhpay@ferc.gov
david@branchcomb.com
scott.tomashefsky@ncpa.com
ewolfe@resero.com
ahartmann@Ispower.com
curt.barry@iwpnews.com

vwelch@environmentaldefense.org

steven@iepa.com
etiedemann@kmtg.com
bpurewal@water.ca.gov
hcronin@water.ca.gov
kmills@cfbf.com
karen@klindh.com
Denise_Hill@transalta.com
ktfox@stoel.com
sas@a-klaw.com
alan.comnes@nrgenergy.com
mtrexler@climateservices.com
samuel.r.sadler@state.or.us
lisa.c.schwartz@state.or.us
jesus.arredondo@nrgenergy.com
tim.hemig@nrgenergy.com
karen.mcdonald@powerex.com
loe@cpuc.ca.gov
cft@cpuc.ca.gov
tam@cpuc.ca.gov

dsh@cpuc.ca.gov
jm3@cpuc.ca.gov
jol@cpuc.ca.gov
jci@cpuc.ca.gov
jff2@cpuc.ca.gov
krd@cpuc.ca.gov
Irm@cpuc.ca.gov
mjd@cpuc.ca.gov
meg@cpuc.ca.gov
mts@cpuc.ca.gov
ner@cpuc.ca.gov
smk@cpuc.ca.gov
tex@cpuc.ca.gov
ken.alex@doj.ca.gov
grosenblum@caiso.com
mscheibl@arb.ca.gov
gottstein@volcano.net
bblevins@energy.state.ca.us
deborah.slon@doj.ca.gov
dks@cpuc.ca.gov
kgriffin@energy.state.ca.us
Idecarlo@energy.state.ca.us
pduvair@energy.state.ca.us



